it is possible that a more systematic search of the newspapers would reveal a greater engagement with Blackstone. My impression, however, is that it would not overturn the core arguments here about the timing of the major periods of engagement with Blackstone, nor about the nature of that engagement.
Dublin edition of book one appeared in 1766, with all four volumes of various editions published in at least 1769-70, 1773, 1775, 1788, 1794, and 1797 .English works critical of Blackstone were also printed in Dublin. 5 Blackstone was taken as authoritative on purely legal matters, but not on politics.
I BLACKSTONE ON IRELAND
An early, and dramatic, criticism of Blackstone occurred in the Irish House of Commons in March 1771. Richard Power, king's counsel and MP for Tuam, ranted like 'a Bedlamite', damaging his copy of book I of the Commentaries by hammering it against the benches, much to the amusement of those watching. The records are scanty, but Power was complaining about interference from another country, suggesting that, even though he was a government supporter, it was likely Blackstone's assertion of British sovereignty over Ireland that so infuriated him. 6 This was certainly the question on which the most serious Irish engagement with Blackstone occurred.
When Blackstone was writing, British-Irish relations were defined by two pieces of legislation, one Irish and one British. Poynings' Law, passed by the Irish parliament in 1494, meant that proposed Irish legislation (heads of bills) had to be approved, and could be altered, by the privy council in London, before the Irish parliament had to vote to accept or reject them without further alteration. 7 The Declaratory Act passed by
Westminster in 1719 (6 Geo. I, c. before the Irish parliament accepted the legitimacy of newspapers reporting its proceedings .) 7 On the operation of Poynings' Law in the eighteenth century, see J Kelly, Poynings' Law and the Ireland, 1660 -1800 (Dublin, 2007 .
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Westminster's right to pass laws that applied to Ireland, thus further enshrining the subordinate status of the Irish parliament and courts. These laws, and the assumptions behind them, shaped Blackstone's few pages on Ireland in section IV of book I of the Commentaries, 'Of the Countries Subject to the Laws of England'.
To Blackstone, Ireland was a distinct but subordinate kingdom. Making a common but false claim that the Irish were for the most part the descendants of the English who helped Henry II undertake what Blackstone considered the conquest of Ireland, he stated they had brought the laws of England with them, and that these had been accepted by the Irish parliament, citing Coke as his authority. 8 The Gaelic Brehon law had been replaced with English law by King John 'in right of the dominion of conquest'. Because Ireland had its own parliament, Blackstone stated that no laws made in England applied there except for those that named Ireland explicitly, or that applied to all the king's dominions. Ireland's dependent status obliged it to conform to the will or law of its superior:
the original and true ground of this superiority is the right of conquest: a right allowed by the law of nations, if not by that of nature; and founded upon a compact either expressly or tacitly made between the conqueror and the conquered, that if they will acknowledge the victory for their master, he will treat them for the future as subjects, and not as enemies.
However, Blackstone believed that by the early eighteenth century many Irish had forgotten this 'compact', and were challenging the jurisdiction of the British House of Lords, leading to the possibility of the law being changed without the assent of the superior power, and of legal judgments diminishing the dependence of Ireland upon the it was a nonsense to suggest that despotic power could be entrusted, as an entrusted power could be reclaimed, and something that could be reclaimed was by definition not despotic. 45 Blackstone's arguments were, Sheridan claimed, illogical, and not to be trusted.
To bolster his case that Blackstone misunderstood the constitution, Sheridan turned to a still greater authority, Locke, whose doctrine was, 'the first article in the political creed of every freeman'. 46 Blackstone accepted in theory Locke's argument that the trust reposed in the legislature reverted to the people when it was abused, but said it could not be accepted in practice, as it would mean the destruction of all existing law, and having to start again from scratch. No society, he said, would agree to this. 47 Sheridan argued that 1688 proved Locke correct and Blackstone wrong. 1688 had, he said, been exactly a case of power devolving back to the people, and instead of producing a return to the state of nature or the destruction of the constitution, the result was that the rights of the people had been more firmly established. Blackstone's error lay in mistaking the creatures of the constitution -the king, lords and commons -for the constitution itself, and in thinking that changing one meant changing the other. 48 Sheridan agreed with Blackstone, and so many other constitutional theorists, that the purpose of society was to allow individuals to enjoy their natural rights, even if, highly unusually, Sheridan argued that people did not surrender part of their natural liberty when entering society. 49 The three primary natural rights were the right of personal security, the right of personal freedom in so far as one did not interfere with the rights of others, and the right of legitimately-acquired private property. 'The full complete possession of these, constitutes liberty.' 50 A fourth natural right implicitly arose from these three, namely the right to repel invasions of these rights. This was the purpose of government, which derived its authority from this fourth right. A government could only be a free government if it lacked the ability to invade these rights itself. 51 Responding to expected objections that the empire required a strong presiding power and that it must reside in the largest state, Sheridan stated that a free empire meant that the constituent parts acted towards foreign powers as one. It did not mean that there should be an identity of internal government and laws. Such a thing was an absurd suggestion for an empire composed of free peoples with their own legislatures, and While the union debates caused Irish political writers to explicitly draw on Blackstone once more, only a very small proportion of the more than three hundred pamphlets published on the question did so, probably under five percent. However, Blackstone's arguments were more influential than this number suggests. Given the prominence of barristers and barrister-politicians on both sides of the debate, and the fact that the Commentaries were now part of the educational background of the broader elite, Blackstone's arguments on the powers of parliament and on the Scottish union helped shape the terms of the debate. The argument that parliament lacked the power to vote itself out of existence did not gain wide traction. The union was originally rejected for a range of reasons, ranging from nationalism to the desire to extract more generous payment from government for one's vote. Believing the Irish parliament should not abolish itself was not the same as believing it lacked the right to do so. As Smith noted, believing this meant that the rebels won at Culloden (ie that 1688 had been illegitimate), and the Irish political elite, like the British, could never admit that. 77 It was no accident that it was mainly lawyers who drew on Blackstone during the union debate in an attempt to give authority to their arguments. But these arguments were on the whole not determined by their understanding of Blackstone -rather he represented a means of gilding pre-existing arguments, for or against a union, to which they were already committed .
76 Belfast Newsletter, 8th February 1799. After 1782, the main impulse to criticise Blackstone was gone. He now served primarily as a source of authority that could be drawn upon by all sides of the debate on a range of political issues. This was how engagement with Blackstone mainly functioned during the union debates, when discussion of his ideas reached a level not seen in nearly two decades. Fundamentally, however, Blackstone was being used after 1782 in highly selective ways to support arguments in which the engagement with him was often negligible. However, Smith's speech to parliament reminds us that many of the fundamental constitutional assumptions of the elite had been shaped, at least in part,
by Blackstone. Combined with his influence on the elite, he had a greater influence on 
